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REPORT
ON

THE IMPACT OF BUILDING HEIGHTS IN PORTLAND
To the Board of Governors,
The City Club of Portland:

I. INTRODUCTION
On February 5, 1973, the Board of Governors approved the establishment of a
committee to "*** study and report on the impact of building heights on the City of
Portland, and to make recommendations on policies and regulations thereon, if
indicated." The charge to the Committee stated:
"The Committee wil give consideration to such aspects of neight limitations as:
1. Past ordinances and their interpretation, with the reasoning behind such interpretation;

2. Current ordinances, with their advantages and disadvantages, pertaining to
economics, density, traffc, skyline, zoning and overall planning;
3. Planning for future proposals, including control ordinances, for Portland's

high-rise structures;
4. High-rise control, or lack of it, in other cities (both successful and unsuccessful);
5. Changes in public opinion over the past decade regarding high-rises in Portland."

II. BACKGROUND
A. Definition of High-Rise

We have concluded there is no universally accepted definition of a high-rise. It has
been defined variously as any building over six stories high; any building over 78 feet

high; any building over 16 stories high; any building that rises beyond the height
existing fire department equipment can reach (approximately 10 stories); any building
that is 10 percent higher than the average of buildings in 90 percent of the adjoining

area. A practical definition might be that "It is any structure that offends your concept
of what you are entitled to view from your own vantage point." The topography of the
area may be a factor. For example, the ground level at the site of the First National

Bank Building in Portland is 68 feet higher than ground level at lower Burnside Street.
It is easy to identify extremes. What was considered a high-rise in i 940 may no longer
be considered a tall building by the public. The 40-year-old Empire State Building in

New York was the classic skyscraper. Now its owners are exploring the feasibility of
adding i i stories to make it once again, the world's tallest building. The newer buildings

are referred to as "space scrapers." The twin towers of the World Trade Center in New
preeminence. The Sears & Roebuck tower in Chicago is
1,450 feet high. In Chicago, the Hancock Center or "Big John" is a $95 milion vertical

York City have a 1,350 foot

city, 1,127 feet high. Its 100 stories contain department and grocery stores, 705

apartments, offce space for 4,000 workers, restaurants, banks, and recreational and
parking facilities. Its management states that its "megastructure" provides a complete
living arrangement for more than 1,700 tenants.! The concept of a high-rise therefore

may differ from city to city or even in different areas of the same city.
For our purposes in the Portland area we concluded that a high-rise is any large

building or group of buildings that is disproportionate to the size and height of other
buildings in the area or out of scale with its surroundings.
¡'The Uncertain Future of the American Skyscraper," U. S. News and World Report,
November 20, 1972.
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B. A Short History of High-Rie Construction in Portland
Portland is a unique city. It abounds with spacious views, wooded foothils, rivers,
and snow-capped mountains. It enjoys not only the beauty of the Wilamette and the

Columbia, but also the commercial advantages offered by these rivers. The core area
of the city is unique in that downtown development has tended to be confined by the
Wilamette River on the east and the hills on the west. It is a city in which one can walk
from one end of the core area to the other in 15 minutes. The geographical restrictions
on the core area make the need for good planning essential to maintain its environmental

quality and its viability as the center of the city.
The core of the city expanded from the west bank of the river toward the west hils.
Bridges made the expanding core easily accessible from the developing residential areas
on the near east side. Portland's early buildings were of wood frame. Later, heavy timber
and masonry structures were built to four and five stories in height.
With the invention of the elevator and the development in Chicago of the structural
steel frame in the i 880's and 1890's, changing technology permitted erection of much
taller buildings. Portland's first decade of the twentieth century saw at least eight build-

ings from 10 to 14 stories erected. The U.S. National Bank ~uilding at 309 S.W. Sixth at
i 2 stories was the highest in i 906. Meier & Frank topped that with 14 in 1908. The Yeon
Building built in i 9 i 2 at 522 SW Fifth at i 5 stories reigned supreme until the Hilton
Hotel (22 stories) was completed in 1963. Portland's first major post-World War II
building, the original Equitable Building, now the Commonwealth Building, completed
in 1948, is only i 3 stories. However, to this day it may be historically our most internationally significant work of architecture. Its uniqueness lies in the aesthetics of its
metal and glass skin rather than its height.

Portland's skyline was not dramatically changed until the i 962 construction of the
Hilton and the Standard Plaza Building (16 stories). Then came the Portland Center
Apartment Towers at 22, 23 and 25 stories. When the Georgia-Pacific Building (30

floors) was under construction in the late 1960's some people began to be concerned
about the question of height. The First National's 41 stories, Portland Plaza's impact
on the auditorium Forecourt Fountain, and high-rise projects constructed and proposed
along the waterfront have become controversial subjects.
Growing public concern for the environment, the energy crisis, and the transportation
problems of our cities are creating pressure for more study and self-analysis. Portland
is not unique in this regard. Cities across the country are grappling with development
problems, not the least perplexing being the issue of building height.
C. Existing Height Controls in Portland

Section 1 of the Planning and Zoning Code of the City of Portland, Oregon states
that:
"The Council finds that zoning regulations including regulations of height of buildings,

setback requirements and regulations of use of land in the city of Portland are necessary
in order to encourage the most appropriate use of property within the City; to stabilize
and conserve the value of property; to provide adequate light, air, and reasonable access
and to secure safety from fire and other damage; to prevent overcrowding of land; to

avoid undue population density; to S¡;t forth adequate provision for transportation,
water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public improvements and generally to promote the public health, peace, safety and welfare;*~'~'"
Existing height regulations are as follows:

R20, RIO, R7, R5 (One Family Residential Zones) and A2.5 (Apartment Residential
Zone)-two and one-half stories, or 35 feet.
A I (Apartment Residential Zone )-three stories, or 45 feet, except that there shall be

no height limit on any structure located 400 feet or farther from any RIO, R7, R5,

A2.5, C5, or C4 Zone.
AO (Apartment Residential Zone )-no limitation on height except as regulated by the
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maximum floor area permitted as follows: 3.0 FAR2 for sites under 15,000 s.f., 3.5
FAR for sites 15,000 to 19,999, 4.0 FAR for sites 20,000 to 24,999, 4.5 FAR for sites
25,000 to 29,999, 5.0 FAR for sites 30,000 to 34,999, 5.5 FAR or sites 35000 to 39999

and 6.0 FAR for sites 40,000 sJ. or more. " ,
C5 (Limited Commercial Zone)-one story or 15 feet (Type A Sites), and three

or 35 feet (Type Band C Sites). .

stories

C4 (Local Commercial Zone)-two stories or 20 feet.
C2 (General Commercial Zone)-three stories or 45 feet, except there shall be no

height limit on any structure located 400 feet or farther from any RIO, R7, R5, A2.5,
C5, or C4 Zone.

Cl (Central Commercial Zone)-no limitation on height except as regulated by the
maximum floor area permitted (12 times site area).

M4 (Limited Manufacturing Zone) - 35 feet, except that this height limit may be
exceeded in locations where the petitioner can demonstrate that any structure above
35 feet in height wil not obscure the panoramic view from any property located in

a zone or part of zone having a three-story or lower height limit and within 3,000 feet

of the petitioner's project by more than a horizontal angle of six degrees.
M3 (Light Manufacturing Zone)-same as Al and C2.
M2 (General Manufacturing Zone)-no limitation, except as provided in the Housing
and Building Codes.

MI (Heavy Manufacturing Zone)-same as M2.
In addition to the above, interim regulations requiring plan review for projects

over 20,000 square feet or parking 20 or more cars have been in effect during most
of the Downtown Plan study.
II. ISSUES

A. A Problem of Density and Bulk as well as Height
The high-rise issue is extremely complex. One cannot analyze problems of height
without getting into related issues of density and bulk. High-rise buildings do not
necessarily equate to high density and conversely, high densities are achievable with-

out extreme height. Some of the most densely populated cities of the world are primarily
"walk-up" cities. However, generally speaking, higher buildings do tend to create

higher densities. And in many cases the result is development with sheer bulk or mass
that may be as objectionable as the height.
A good case can be made for higher density in Portland. It is now relatively undeveloped, in comparison to other cities and to what is allowable under current zoning
laws. When one takes into account all developable property in the core area, the average
building height is approximately two stories. Theoretically, we could double or perhaps
even triple our density without going over six stories.
Cities developed primarily because of the need for communication. Assuming
acceptable environmental quality, a dense, compact city should function better than

one that is dispersed over a broad area.
A major justification for density is that public transportation wil not work without
it. The growing energy crisis, along with State and Federal environmental standards,

make essential the development of viable alternatives to automobile transportation. The
opinion has been expressed that our present population density is too low to support

mass transit other than a bus system. The fied rail systems of New York, London,
Paris, Mexico City, Toronto, and San Francisco require high densities along transit
2Floor Area Ratio, or FAR, is the ratio of the gross floor area to site area. In Portland's C-L
Zone, the permitted FAR is 12, which means that the gross floor area on a full 200 x 200
block is 480,000 square feet. If a developer chooses to cover the whole site, the height is
therefore limited to 12 floors. If he covers only half the site, he can build 24 floors, etc. The
FAR was originally limited to one block, but the concept of "borrowing" from adjacent

blocks has been permitted in Portland since 1967, when the Planning Commission made this
interpretation of the zoning ordinance in holding that the Georgia-Pacific Building could be
constructed without a variance.
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corridors. And in turn these systems stimulate greatly increased densities along those

corridors.

Density makes possible certain kinds of amenities in cities that otherwise could not
exist. Specialty shops, unique restaurants, art galleries, musical and theatrical events,
and active public spaces (such as our auditorium Forecourt Fountain) are less likely

to occur in low density areas. Higher densities tend to delay suburban sprawl and
preserve the natural environment close to our cities. Higher densities (if not extreme)
also should result in more effcient provision of services by government and private
enterprise. It has generally been accepted that taxes generated by high-density devel-

opment help to subsidize lower residental areas.3

Density, of course, has much to do with economics, and this is covered in Section
D, Regulatory Precedents.
B. The Impact of High-Rises

In the past i 0 years there has been a growing concern regarding the planning of
our cities. People are concerned with the impact of the automobile, crowding, mass

transportation, pollution, and aesthetics. Architects and engineers have become more vocal about the problems that a "super building" generates. The famous Greek architect and
city planner, Constantinos A. Doxiadas, published a paper entitled "Confessions of a Criminal." The foremost crime, Doxiadas wrote, was to have advocated and designed highrise buildings. Such buildings, he explained, "work against nature by spoiling the scale
of the landscape. The most successful cities of the past have been the ones where man

and his buildings were in a certain balance with nature, such as Athens or Florence."
High-rise buildings, Doxiadas continued, work against man himself, especially against
children who lose their direct contacts with nature. These buildings are subsocial and
against society because they do not help the units of social importance-the family and
the extended family, the neighborhood-to function as naturally and as normally as
before.4 Doxiadas also noted that high-rise buildings "work against the networks"his term for the complex of roads, sewer and water mains, electric and telephone lines
and all other pipes, wires and strings that hold modern urban life together. Nathanial
Owings, one of the founders of Skidmore, Owings and Merril, the architectural firm
which has designed some of the tallest and most famous skyscrapers of the past two or
three decades, also has expressed concern. "History has proven that skyscrapers tend to

dehumanize the area in which they are raised. They suck the lifeblood of the area
around them, drawing up into the air that which should be lying closer to the human
scale."5 Generally recognized negative impacts and potential hazards of high-rise structures recognized by many architects and urban planners are as follows:

1. Increase in traffc and parking problems.
2. Congestion on streets caused by rush hour outpourings.
3. Diffculty in affording adequate fire protection and quick evacuation of tenants
in case of fire.
. 4. Cutting off light and scenic views for persons in smaller buildings and in adjoining areas.

5. Problems of providing security against thieves and burglars who can often escape
detection in stairwells and corridors (it has been reported that "the total number of

crimes of all kinds . . . is three times higher in towering elevator apartment buildings,
30nly recently has this concept been challenged (in San Francisco). A $250,000 study begun
in 1972 by the San Francisco Planning & Urban Renewal Association (SPUR) is attempting

to determine the fiscal impacts of high rise buildings. This study was due to be completed late
in 1974 but as of this writing no definite conclusions had been drawn. If the suburban areas
of San Francisco are subsidizing the core area, it is likely that the reasons can be found in the
social problems which typically occur in the core.
4"High-rise apartments probably serve vanity more than humanity," Wolf Yon Eckard, LA
Times, Washington Post Service, reprinted The Oregonian, January 4, 1973.
5/bid.
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particularly in large projects, than in neighborhoods of detached homes, townhouses or
walk-up garden apartments"6).
6. Interference with television signals, damaging reception for nearby viewers.
7. Compounding problems in providing water and sewer facilities or disposing of
waste prilLiuclS.

8. Wind velocities at the base of building caused by' downdrafts off sheer vertical
face of building.
9. Sway

and vibration in upper stories caused by high winds.?

Impacts of a favorable nature to be obtained by the erection of high-rises are:
1. The development of a commerciaL. professional and administrative core area
identi!" '! Ill? en,e" 01 the city.

2, The high vertical concentration of people tends to save land for open space and
enjoyment, avoiding sprawL. (This impact advantage has been criticized on the premise

that high-rise buildings must be placed far apart to assure suffcient air and sunlight for
the occupants and that little of the space alloted for that purpose is used for greenery
and enjoyment. Even where the open spaces between the buildings are landscaped, they
tend to be dead areas by reason of the lack of shops and community buildings. The areas
are deserted at sundown.)

3. They permit a greater concentration of residential living in or near the core area
partially eliminating the use of automobiles for these residents.
4. They supply a concentration of worker and business activity necessary to support
a viable mass transit system.
5. High-rise buildings can often work more effciently than horizontally spread-out
structures.

6. Create their own views-command higher rents.
C. Economic Considerations

Development of any kind must deal with economic constraints. Among these are
market conditions, financing costs, construction costs, land costs, taxes, operating costs,
and public policy.
In urban areas experiencing growth, market demand for new space is automatically
created. When development of new space is consciously limited, as has been done in

London since 1965, the demand for space will cause rents to increase. Rent levels for
new space are affected by the above-listed constraints, together with a necessary profit

margin which must take into account the sometimes enormous risks involved in real
estate development.

Financing costs account for a major portion of the final cost paid as rent by the users.
Core area housing for low or even middle income persons is not economically feasible

unless subsidized. The cost of money varies significantly from time to time, although
the overall trend has been upward.
Construction cost, the other major development cost, has almost doubled since 1967.
The cost of labor and materials has contributed to this rapid increase, as well as our
demand for amenities such as air conditioning and sprinkler systems.
As Portland grows, as inflation continues, and as we try to save open space or otherwise limit development, the cost of land can be expected to increase. In the core area,

full blocks range from one to three million dollars. Obviously, one must construct more
floor area on expensive sites than on cheaper land, other constraints being equal. Where
unrealistic limitations on density are imposed, development will not occur.
Developers are prompted to construct large and tall buildings because of economic
considerations. Although additional building height increases the unit cost of the building's floor area, the increase normally is not suffcient to defeat the feasibility of the
6Ibid.
7Ibid.
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project.8 Savings in the construction of a large building are largely accounted for by

reason of effciencies in labor, planning, and building techniques that can be realized in
coordinating the work of erecting a multistory structure. Increased expenses are to be
anticipated by way of additional design and construction costs to withstand wind and
other climatological factors, the additional cost of elevators to accommodate the tall
building, and increased costs in providing utilities and fire safeguards for the higher
stories.

The owner or developer is also concerned with forecasting the economic impact of his
decision to develop an expensive tract of property. Aside from the usual code requirements and taxes, the timing of a development is important when costs are rapidly increasing, interest rates are fluctuating, and market conditions change quickly. If developers are
faced with long delays due to community and governmental reviews and required

changes, they will hesitate to risk their time and money if they have alternatives involving fewer restrictions and a more quickly and easily understood process of controls.
Land economic factors also enter into the owner's decision concerning location and
size of a building. A corporation planning for its home offce wil necessarily consider

and project its space needs over a future period of time. In protecting these needs it will

also consider the rentability of space and the amount of rent of the space which the
company cannot currently use.
There are other economic, social and political factors which affect the direct and indirect revenues and costs to the community, These include:

i. What effect will a new project have on private and public productivity, transportation of people and goods, and public services?
2. What will be the effect on adjoining property values?

3. What ecological and health factors will have to be considered as they relate to
local environment?

4. How will the neighborhood living style be affected by the shape or height of the
building?9
D. Regulatory Precedents
M any precedents exist for the regulation of building height, as well as bulk and

density. Cities throughout the world have for centuries been concerned with building
heights. It would have been unthinkable to build higher than the cathedral in the middle
ages. The problem of regulations of height in the United States is also not a new one.
In July i 883 the New York Times predicted that the population of Manhattan would
some day reach five million but this would only happen by "building in the air."IO In
i 885 the State of New York passed a bil
limiting the height of dwellng houses to 80
feet. Almost immediately offce buildings became the center of skyscraper controversy.
By 1894 there were a number of buildings that reached a height of 200 feet. At that
time architects such as George Post and Daniel Burnham indicated that "no legal solution was needed" to solve the public's apprehensions about the height of buildings. They
stated it was a self-solving problem with constraints such as economics and aesthetics
which would produce satisfactory regulations. Others talked about streets being flues
turning breezes into hurricanes, being deprived of sunlight, and being exposed to fire

hazards and subsidence problems. It was urged that limiting the height of a building
constituted an undue legal restraint upon the owner.

8E. Rubanenko, "Design and Construction of TaIl Buildings," Conference Preprints, International Conference on Planning and Design of TaIl Buildings, Lehigh University, Bethlehem,
Pennsylvania, August 21-26, 1972.

9WaIter F. Conlin, Jr., "Economics of High Rise Buildings," Conference Preprints, International Conference on Planning and Design of TaIl Buildings, Lehigh University, Pennsylvania,
August 21-26, 1972.
IONeal FitzSimons, "The History and Philosophy of TaIl Buildings," Conference Preprints,
International Conference on Planning and Design of TaIl Buildings, Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, August 21-26, 1972.

CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN

217

One of the first judicial decisions recognizing the right of a city to control height
arose from a case in the City of Boston which had passed an act limiting the height of
residential buildings to 80 feet and commercial areas to 125 feet. In the case of Welch

v. Swasey, 214 US 91, the Supreme Court of the United States in 1909 ruled that a city,
pursuant to its police power, had the right to regulate height for the purpose of securing
for the public adequate light, air, safety from fire, conservation of land values, and the
promotion of health, safety, comfort, morals and welfare of the public. The decision
was the forerunner of many other cases which have dealt not only with the questions
of height but also zoning regulations. Other cities beside Boston and New York have at
different times had height limitations. Washington, D.C. has long limited building height
to 130 feet to preserve the visual dominance of the Capitol and other federal monuments. Los Angeles construction was limited to 150 feet, the height of its City Hall, until
1958. San Francisco voters recently rejected a measure which would have limited all
development to six floors, but the Board of Supervisors has unanimously approved height
limits of 40 feet in almost all residential areas.
Portland's existing height regulations and their justification are included earlier in
this report.

E. The Downtown Plan-Wil It Regulate High-Rises?
The Downtown Plan has been underway for several years. On November 8, 197 I,
a preliminary statement of goals and objectives was sent to the City CounciL. In Decem-

ber of i 972, the Council adopted in part the Downtown Plan, published as Planning
Guidelines/ Portland Down/own Plan. This document consists of "Citizens' Goals" for
Housing and Downtown Neighborhoods, Commerce, Waterfront, Portland State University/ Park Blocks, Transportation, Offce, Culture and Entertainment, Open Space,
Historic Preservation, Industry, and Environment. Also included are "Planning Guide-

lines" for Offce, Retail, Entertainment, Housing, Industry, Community Facilities, Open
Space. Air Quality, Traffc Free Areas, Visual Image, Pedestrian Circulation, Vehicle
Circulation, Mass Transit, Parking, Service and Loading, Intercity Bus Terminal, and
Building Density. The "Plan Concept" is stated as follows:
"A combined linear/multi-node concept best meets the planning goals for Downtown.
The plan concept features are summarized below:

I. High-density north-south concentration of offce development reinforcing existing
pa Hems.

2. Compact east-west retail core concentration extending to the river.

3. Medium density offce concentrations at selected access points into Downtown.
4. Remainder of area inside freeway loop development in medium and lower density
uses.
5. North-south transit corridor centered on high-density spine.

6. East-west transit corridor centered in retail core.
7. Waterfront esplanade penetrating into Downtown where soft spots occur.
8. Existing special districts are identified and strengthened,
9. Strong north-south and east-west pedestrianways link development concentrations

and special districts.
10. Where possible, preserve and rehabilitate existing buildings throughout Downtown."11

There are numerous references to "high density," "medium density," and "low density" in the section on Offce Planning Guidelines, but only one reference to height:
"1. Develop a high-density linear concentration of offce extending from Burnside to
Market between Fourth and Broadway, oriented to the north-south transit malls.

2. Develop a medium-density offce concentration adjacent to selected access points
into Downtown.

3. Permit low-density offce development dispersed throughout Downtown.
llPlanning Guidelines/Portland Downtown Plan, as Adopted by City Council, December 1972,
p.18.

\
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4. Limit the height and bulk of offce buildings in the district adjacent to the South Park
Blocks and the districts adjacent to the waterfront west of Front A venue, consistent with the existing and planned character of th~se areas." 12

The section on Building Density Planning Guidelines speaks of density and height
only relatively:
"1. Permit tallest buildings in a corridor extending generally from Market to Burnside
between Fourth and Broadway. Encourage uses with the greatest densities of people
in this corridor. Support this corridor with improved mass transit service.
2. Permit medium density devolpment adjacent to the higher density corridor and at
selected access points leading into Downtown.
3. Protect against the impact of height in locations where tall buildings will be disruptive of existing environmental values-in the Skidmore Fountain/Old Town

district, along the park blocks, in perimeter blocks around the Forecourt Fountain,
west of Tenth, and along portions of the Waterfront.

4. Consider granting incentives-permitting maximum densities or other economic
benefits-in order to implement planning objectives: such as more downtown
housing, preservation of historic buildings, provision of greater setbacks, squares and
plazas, arcades or covered walks, additions to the skyway system, and usuable rooftop

open space. '

5. Develop more detailed density guidelines as a basis for administering land use

regulations. Specifically, develop guidelines relating to the protection of skylines,
views and vistas, and to the impact of proposed development on surrounding properties, on the street and open space system, and on the demand for public services.
Because of existing zoning code, building density regulations and interpretations are
inconsistent with this guideline plan, interim floor area and height regulations should
be adopted now to provide guidance for contemplated Downtown improvements. These
measures will remain in effect until adoption of final land use and building density
regulations."

1,

The City Council has not adopted the floor area ratios (FAR) recommended by the
Citizens' Advisory Committee to the Downtown Plan. Basically, this would have allowed
up to a I 2 FAR in high-density zones, 8 FAR in medium-density, 4 FAR in low-density
zones, and would have prohibited the "borrowing" concept. Economic studies were not
a part of the initial planning process, primarily because neither the City nor private

interests would commit the necessary money.
Phase 2 of the Downtown Plan process involves developing more specific guidelines

on density, height and bulk. Lord/ LeBlanc, economic consultants, have tested the concept developed in Phase I and have studied some of the implications of these new
guidelines. Livingston and Blayney, City and Regional Planners, San Francisco, have
developed and are proposing certain regulations and standards for Portland. They propose to regulate height primarily to assure that buildings wiJ not be out of scale with
their surroundings-either an adjoining historic area, a public open place, or the entire

downtown; that views be preserved from important public vista points; and that shadow
on public open spaces be avoided. At the present time they are recommending height

limitations in specific areas which would be based primarily on an FAR.
At this point Livingston and Blayney have prepared a proposed building height and
floor area ratio limit for the downtown area. The allowable height varies from 60 feet
at the Skidmore Fountain to 350 feet primarily along the business corridor.
"i. Heights are consistent with the interim FAR proposals used for Downtown Plan
Review, with minor modifications. Average floor heights of I3 feet are used in the
following table and maximum desirable tower coverage is set at 40 percent.
2. Maximum heights that would preserve views of Mt. Hood from the Rose Gardens
and the Vista Bridge, and views of Mt. St. Helens from Terwilliger Boulevard.

3. Maximum heights that would be consistent with existing structures in the Skidmore
Fountain and Yamhill historic districts, would maintain a low building line along the
riverfront, and would maintain existing scale near other public open spaces."14

12Ibid.

13Ibid. loc. cit. p. 28, 29.
14Livingston and Blayney, "Downtown Development Regulations: Working Paper #3."
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See Appendix B, Livingston and Blayney Maximum Building Height and Maximum

Floor Area Maps from Downtown Portland Proposed Development Regulations, November 14, 1974.
Until specific regulations are adopted developers will be in a state of limbo with no
clear guidelines or process to follow. They cannot simply follow the existing zoning

code because of conflicts with the Downtown Plan. Frequently the Planning Commission is required to spend hours listening to arguments on a project because of the lack
of definite guidelines. If the project is controversial an appeal to the City Council is
inevitable. The procedure and arguments are again repeated before the City Council in
order to obtain a final decision. It is a process that is costly to the developer and the City.
F. Public Opinion

The aesthetic features of the present and future buildings seem to evoke the greatest
response from the public. Issues such as visual appeaL, height, bulk, interrupted views
and vistas, shadows, air drafts, and cultural and historical considerations have all contributed to the controversies.

Although to date there has not been any type of public opinion poll conducted to

determine the "public's approval or disapproval" of new construction in general. citizen
groups have organized themselves in response to individual projects.
The "Committee to Save the Fountain" and "The Impact Review Committee" were

organized in response to the 26-story Portland Plaza under construction at the time. The
primary issue was an aesthetic reaction to the shadow cast by the development upon the
newly constructed Forecourt Fountain. Other issues such as the sidewalk treatment and
site placement were evident.

Other controversies have centered upon the height and bulk of new buildings impairing the view or vista from existing private or public property. The idea of a constant
view in perpetuity from any point is usually argued by those specifically affected. It is
a basic fact that whenever a high-rise occurs in Portland, it will impair the view from
equally high buildings or from equally high hills. This issue will always be the basis for
compromise, as was the case in the PGE relocation of its tower to preserve an existing
view corridor along the waterfront.
Various other lay groups center controversy around cultural and historical considerations. Movements to preserve the i 9th century facades found in the Skidmore Fountain

and Old Town area north of West Burnside are attempts to retain the vision of early
Portland. These groups seek to continue these areas as design review zones which would

define the exterior and height treatment of new construction and favor restoration of the
older buildings within the area.
The basic vista of the city itself is often discussed in terms of the aesthetic effect

of the increasingly higher buildings on the city skyline. There appears to be no predominant opinion, as aesthetic values differ among individuals. Some favor the big-city

flavor the high-rises contribute to Portland, whereas there are opposing reactions to the
rapid disappearance of the original city design and skyline.
Thus, ultimate height restrictions have not been as much the basic issue as have the
aesthetic and amenity considerations. Although the public generally does not feel milehigh buildings are necessary to Portland's development, they are more concerned with
how a given building affects them visually from the pedestrian viewpoint and the general
contribution a given building makes to the livability of Portland.
A. Critical Areas in Portland

IV. DISCUSSION

Portland has qualities which have not yet been obliterated by mindless growth.

These qualities make our city a better place in which to live, work, learn, and play.
They include our relationship to the rivers, the nearby hills with their valleys, views of
moLlntains, trees, and sky, our parks, open spaces, and the best of man-made environment.
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The impact of high-rise development on a sensitive area can be calamitous. Some
suggested areas of critical concern are the following:
I. Waterfront (both sides), within the city, and areas adjacent.
2. Foothils and areas adjacent.

3. Parks and are¡¡; adjacent to them.
4. Retail centers.

5. Skidmore historic area.
6. Pioneer Courthouse and adjacent areas.
7. Residential neighborhoods.

8. View corridors from public viewpoints.
B. The Case Against Controls

1. The landownerl developer should have the right to determine the height of a

proposed building based upon the developer's determination of economic feasibility of
the project.

2. A building project must conform to zoning and building code requirements which,
combined, adequately protect the public interest. There is no need to regulate building
heights in addition.

3. Zoning and building code controls are justifiable only as required by public
health, safety and welfare. Building height controls are not required for public health,
safety or welfare. The requirements for police and fire protection and utility services
are proportional for a 40-story building and for aID-story building. Building height

controls impose an artificial limitation on development under the guise of public health,
safety and welfare.

4. Building heights will be adequately controlled by economic constraints in conjunction with valid building and zoning requirements.

5. Building heights are indirectly regulated by existing floor area ratio (FAR) requirements in the building code.
6. The scale of a building is a subjective matter, and height controls should not be

imposed to require new building projects to conform to someone's concept of scale.
7. Building height controls create uniformity and monotony in the skyline of the
city.
C. The Case For Controls

I. The Portland Planning and Zoning Code now directly controls building heights
in all but the AO (apartment residential) and Cl (central commercial zone). Floor

area ratios applicable to the C 1 and AO zones do not effectively control building heights.
The imposition of specific height controls in the AO and CL zones would bring them in

conformity with the code requirements for the other zones.
2. The right of a landowner to develop his property is not absolute. Excessive building height can be as offensive and damaging to an adjoining landowner and to the public
as a building which is inadequately constructed from a structural standpoint.

3. In the absence of building height controls in the AO and Ci zones. developers
will tend to go a few stories higher than the preceding developer, in order to have the
highest building in town. The "we can top that" tendency has no relationship to economic need of a project or the value of the land.

4. Realistic height controls in the CL and AO Zones will encourage orderly development of economically viable buildings. Only if height controls are artificially low will
a developer be dissuaded from building in the city.
5. Since there are few buildings in Portland in excess of 20 stories or in excess of
300 feet in height. no property in the existing CL or AO zones will lose any of their
existing value by having a height limitation of 30 stories or 360 feet imposed on future

buildings in the zone. Now is the time to impose such controls, rather than when a
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proposal is before the city which involves construction of a building approaching or

exceeding acceptable limits.

6. Realistic height controls in the CL and AO zones wil:
(a) Assume viability of development;

(b) Provide guidelines to developers in the initial concept of a project;
(c) Promote orderly development of the core area of the city;
(d) Assure the scale of the city is not detracted from by one or two "monster"
buildings;

(e) Protect vistas in the West HilIs; and

(f) Protect public interest in parks and spaces.

D. What Is Urban Design?
"Today's city is not an accident. Its form is usually unintentional, but it is not
accidentaL. It is the product of decisions made for single, separate purposes, whose

interrelationships and side effects have not been fully considered. The design of cities
has been determined by engineers, surveyors, lawyers, and investors each making individual rational decisions for rational reasons, but leaving the design of the city to be taken

care of later, if at all.

"Cities are not designed by making pictures of the way they should look twenty

years from now. They are created by a decisions-making process that goes on continuously, day after day." 15

"The day-to-day decisions about the allocation of government money according
to conflicting needs and different political interests, or the economics of real-estate
investment, are in fact the medium of city design, '~"*."16
"No concept could be more misleading than the idea that cities can be "beautified"

without coming to grips with their fundamental problems; and no concept seems to die
harder."17
"In the end, better urban design will be achieved by a partnership between private

investment and government, and between the design professional and the concerned
decision-maker in either private or public life."IS
Jonathan Barnett's quotations above emphasize how important it is that government,
developers, business, and citizens have a viable mechanism for cooperative effort toward
a common goal. We need a plan and process for urban design decision making. A weIlconceived urban design plan as part of a comprehensive plan goes a long way toward

providing this mechanism.
"Urban design is not just an academic discipline, or a pastime for visionary planners
and architects. Neither is it coldly oriented to physical things rather than to people and
their experiences. It has to do, above all, with the visual and other sensory relationships
between people and their environment, with their feeling of time and place and their
sense of well-being.

"Application of good urban design produces a logic and cohesion in the physical
form of the city, and a respect for the salient features that give character to the city
and its districts. It is concerned with both preservation and development, and not with
one to the exclusion of the other. It teaches that man must have the humility to live

with the environment rather than attempt to master it. In a city such as San Francisco,
urban design is inseparable from economic and social vitality, and it has a major role
in making the city at the same time more noble and more bearable.
"Urban design planning is a response to human needs. It is a part of the process of
defining quality in the environment, and quality is based upon human needs. Quality

means degree of excellence, and when applied to cities it depends upon pleasing
physical relationships, a fitting together with scale and interest and without jarring
contrasts. Over time, quality means cultural heritage, and things and values that last.

For the city's residents it means a good life, and the ability to take for granted a certain
measure of security, health, comfort, enjoyment and convenience, and freedom from
over-congestion and pollution. Quality in life must also include a chance for privacy,

for interesting activity and for achievement."19

15Jonathan Barnett, Urban Design As Public Policy, Architectural Record Books, 1974, p. 5.
16/bid., loco cit. p. 6.
17/bid., lac. cit. p. 189.
IS/bid., loco cit. p. 192.

19The Urban Design Plan for the Comprehensive Plan of San Francisco, p. 3.

CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN

222

It is possible to design cities without designing buildings. The major determinants
of the form of our cities are governmental policies, and economics. In existing govern-

mental policies are many of the tools required to implement an urban design plan.
Zoning, which has been used since 1922, is a powerful design control. It can be made
stronger by being made more specific. Planned unit development (a type of zoning),
urban renewal, incentive zoning, and zoning districts are all helpful tools in shaping
the form of a city.
E. Possible Tools For Control

Zoning requirements can be made extremely specific, to the extent of controlling not
only height, site coverage and use, but also architectural "style," color and exterior
materials. It may be undesirable to control style, color and materials in all but extremely

critical locations, but it may be in the public interest to be quite specific concerning
height, building placement on sites, and use, particularly at the street level, in designated
critical areas of the city.

Incentive zoning is a method of compensating the developer, usually in the form
of increased building area above that normally permitted, in exchange for providing

specified amenities. New York has employed this tool to gain new theaters in exchange

for an increase in offce space area. Incentives or "bonuses" can be used to achieve
amenities such as appropriate plazas, covered walkways, or special uses such as ground
floor retail space, but these incentives must be very carefully used. San Francisco's

"bonus" system is producing buildings which are too large, according to planner John
Blayney of that city.
"Impact Review" is a set of procedures proposed by a Portland citizens' organiza-

tion by which the city would examine the environmental, social, aesthetic, and economic

impacts of new development prior to plan approval. This proposal was aimed at all
development over six stories or 78 feet, although the principles could be applied to any
size project. Under "Impact Review" the developer would pay plan check and permit
fees which would finance the very comprehensive analysis made by the Planning Commission staff, or their consultants. "Impact Review" is not dependent on any particular
system of height or density controls, and in fact could function in the absence of other
controls, although a lack of standards or guidelines for development makes development
proposals costly, time consuming and risky.

Environmental design review can be defined as the offcial examination (authorized
by appropriate, enabling legislation) by a properly constituted and appointed review
authority (the design review board) of the functional aspects and the visual relationships of land use and building proposals within the context of the man-made, large-scale

environment. An ordinance establishing design review for all city projects has been
proposed.
At present, design review is conducted by the Portland Development Commission for
all projects within its jurisdiction. Also a Planning Commission Design Committee must

review all projects within the "D", or Design Zones in the city. These "D" zones have
been superimposed over other existing zones in areas of particular design importance,

such as the Skidmore Fountain area, and the area near the Park Blocks. It was proposed
during the downtown planning process that the entire core area be made a "D" Zone.

A temporary ordinance is in effect in the downtown area which requires Planning Commission review of any building larger than 20,000 square feet or of any parking facility
of more than 20 spaces.
The cities of Beaverton, Tigard and Gresham are examples of nearby communities

which require design review on private as well as public projects.
Design review has been used in some cities for many years. When properly done
it is a mechanism which will raise the minimum level of design quality without stifling
creative design. Howèver, it is extremely important that the review board be composed

of people competent in the design fields, with a majority of design professionals. In
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order to minimize arbitrary or subjective decisions by the review board, there must be
clear guidelines for developers to follow.

Rather than imposing blanket restrictions over whole zones or whole cities, the

trend is toward analyzing specific sites, blocks, neighborhoods, or districts through a
planning and urban design process and then establishing guidelines for that area relative
to height, bulk, and density. There may be limited or maximum flexibility in the guide-

lines. In the urban design analysis and plan, such elements as open space, landmarks,
topography, views, shadows, scale, activity, etc. are taken into account. Design review
mayor may not be necessary, depending on how specfic the guidelines are.
San Francisco's Urban Design Plan is an example of this approach, and includes
"fwidamental principles, with graphic illustrations, reflecting the needs and characteristics

with which the Plan is concerned, and describing the measurable and critical design
relationships among parts of the environment such as open spaces, buildings, hills and
streets; and a series of policies necessary to achieve or approach the overall objective,

which acknowledge the needs and principles, and which provide a continuing guide and
directive for public and private decisions pursuant to this Plan. "20 This document states
that "the fitting in of new development is, in a broad sense, a matter of scale. It requires

a careful assessment of each building site in terms of the size and texture of its surroundings. and a very conscious effort to achieve balance and compatibility in the design
of the new building. Good scale depends upon a height that is consistent with the total
pattern of the land and of the skyline, a bulk that is not overwhelming, and an overall
appearance that is complimentary to the building forms and other elements of the city.
Scale is relative, therefore, since the height, bulk and appearance of past development
differ among the districts of city * ,¡, ,¡, Tall buildings are a necessary and expressive form
for much of the city's offce, apartment, hotel and institutional development '" ,¡, * Exceptional height can have either positive or negative effects upon the city pattern and the

nearby environment. A building that is well designed in itself will help to reinforce the
city's form if it is well placed, but the same building at the wrong location can be utterly
disruptive."21

Some of the principles employed in the San Francisco Urban Design Plan are: "A:
Tall, slender buildings near the crown of a hill emphasize the form of the hil and preserve views. B: Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural

land forms, block views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. C: Low, smallerscale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in the valleys between comple-

ment topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. D: Low buildings along the
waterfront contribute to the gradual tapering of height from hiltops to water that is
characeristic of San Francisco and allows views of the Ocean and the Bay. E: Larger,

taller buildings can blend pleasantly with small-scaled areas if the change in scale is not
excessive and if their form or surface pattern is articulated to reflect the existing scale."22

The Plan proposes enactment of height limits and other controls where they do not
now exist, particularly for critical areas surrounding public parks and plazas, "if control

is necessary to preserve sunlight and building scale," and the "use of Urban Design
Guidelines for Height of Buildings, and the Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings, together with any other relevant factors, in development of precise proposals for
regulation of new construction. If such proposals are not made city wide, priority should
be given to hill and shoreline areas, areas with the greatest development pressures, and
areas with the least present control over height and bulk."23

Another possible tool is "development rights transfer." A Livingston and Blayney
paper dated July 22, 1974 states:
20The Urban Design Plan for the Comprehensive Plan of San Francisco, p. 14.
21/bid., lac. cit. p. 75.
22/bid., 10c. cit. p. 80.
23/bid., 10c. cit. p. 148.
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"Bulk limits that would allow the maximum FAR permitted on each block to be

built without creating an excessively bulky structure could be established and a 'basic'

height limit derived. An owner wishing to go higher than the basic limit could build
up to a 'maximum' height limit as determined by the design plan, provided he secured
additional development rights. One of two methods of development rights transfer
could be used:

"1. All similarly situated property could be granted 'rights' to build to a certain
height, although the maximum height limit for a particular parcel might be lower
than the height authorized by the rights. The rights could be sold on the open market
to any owner wishing to build higher than the basic height limit. The rights would be

issued by the City in the form of certificates given to all owners within a particular
control area, and traded throughout the area. The value of the rights would depend

on the pressure for high-rise construction.

"2. Payment to owners of adjoining property restricted to a lower height could
be made by the owner of a tall building according to a formula incorporated in the
regulations. For instance, the owner of a building exceeding the basic height limit

might be required to pay an amount for each square foot of floor area built above
the basic height limit equivalent to the assessed valuation of land per square foot of
floor area below the height limit, with the proceeds distributed to parcels within a
certain distance or to adjoining blocks."
,

Most cities use a combination of tools to regulate development. As pointed out by
Livingston and Blayney (who have prepared development regulations for Portland),
there are dangers in

,,*** total reliance on either standards at one extreme or complete dependence
on project-by-project review at the other extreme * * * The problem is to evaluate
the trade-offs and select the best mix of standards and review for the type and location
of development and the community's style of decision making. To work toward a set
of principles, it is useful to list the problems to be avoided:
"Excessive reliance on standards:

"Produces excessive uniformity.
"Stifles creative design solutions.

"Results in many projects of poor quality, particularly in areas of high land cost,
because adopted standards are compromises between planners' recommendations

and industry pressures for minimum regulations, and often are too low. Ordinance

minimums tend to become the maximum. The public is unaware of possible

unacceptable results until a project has been approved.
"Excessive reliance on individual project review:

"The developer has diffculty determining what wil gain approval and may

experience unreasonable delays and high design costs.
"Because the City has not established a suffcient framework for judging projects,
an ad hoc set of standards must be prepared for each one.
"Developers, planners, and the public all tend to adopt negotiating positions,
initially asking for much more than they expect to get.

"Project review often focuses on impacts of the particular project with insuffcient
attention given to the cumulative impacts of approval of similar projects in the
future.

"The developer with political clout, ability to accept delays, or with a large public

relations budget has an obvious advantage."24
To summarize, there are numerous methods or combinations of methods by which

a city can, in the public interest, control development. Most of these tools have been in
use in other cities for years.

24Downtown Development Regulations: Working Paper #1, Altemative Approaches to Down-

town Portland Development Regulations, Livingston & Blayney, April 30,1974, pp. 39 and 40.
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V. CONCLUSIONS
There is a detectable growing skepticism on the part of the public concerning the

wisdom and value of erecting the skyscraper. Size and height can produce adverse
effects upon surrounding areas, utility systems, police, fire and transportation systems.
Bigness, including height, always results in some interference with light and view enjoyed
by other adjacent properties. Therefore, there are valid planning reasons which would

justify the regulation of building heights.
It is diffcult to make a case for no controls. The modern city with its problems of
transportation, waste disposal, people and property protection, is governed with a network of codes and ordinances in aid of the movement, safety, and furnishing of services
to its inhabitants. It is a logical step to impose regulations that will control the orderly

growth of particular areas within the city. It is no longer reasonable or feasible to expect
to develop and use land within the city without the interference of regulations. Reliance
soley on economic constraints is no longer an adequate means of effecting reasonable
control of urban growth problems.
What should be the guiding criteria in determining what wil be the allowable mass
and height of a building? We believe the answer lies in requiring' a reasonable conformance to "scale" of the city and! or the particular area involved.25 Criteria and formulas
should be relied on that encourage the erection of structures that are reasonably com-

mensurate with the existing and planned uses of the area. The function of height control
should be to eliminate excesses. The question is not whether the city can take a taller
building but rather whether we should adopt a system of controls that will encourage
developers to follow reasoned planning and to eliminate extremes.

The growth of the city is inevitable. Portland is fortunate that planning still can
have a desirable effect in preserving the beauty of the hills, mountains and rivers. The
increase of the number of people (density) need not involve the sacrifice of environmental

quality. Portland has not reached a stage in its density of development where skyscrapers
are essentiaL.

25Excerpts from The Urban Plan for San Francisco, Conference PreprÙlIs, International Conference on Planning and Design of Tall Buildings, Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pennsyl-

vania, August 21-26, 1972; "Good scale depends upon a height that is consistent with the
total pattern of the land and of the skyline, a bulk that is not overwhelming, and an overall

appearance that is complementary to the building forms and other elements of the city."
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Vi RECOMMENDATIONS
1. The City Council should adopt height limitations which would effectively restrict

the overall height limitation of a building. Your Committee believes that the specific
controls were beyond the scope of this report, but should be developed by professional
planners and subject to public hearings before approval by the Planning Commission
and adoption by the CounciL.

2. Additional limits on height, bulk and density throughout the city should be instituted with specific attention given to "critical areas," such as the waterfront, Skidmore
historic area, and public parks. These regulations, along with incentives or "trade-off"

possibilities, would be products of a comprehensive urban design study. A critical component in any study leading to the establishment of height or density restrictions must be
an analysis of the economic impacts of such controls. This analysis should be made with
the developer's concerns in mind, and with the public's long-range interests in mind.
Regulations should not be unreasonable so as to discourage development.

3. There should be a minimum level of design review for all major construction
within the core area and for all projects in critical areas. This review would cover public
interest issues not controlled by development regulations. '

4. The regulations should provide for a process of appeal and for continuing revi-

sion or improvement of development guidelines, recognizing that urban development is
a dynamic process with changing attitudes and concepts and that private developers
must work in cooperative partnership with government.
5. The City Council should promptly adopt specific and economically sound guidelines covering height as well as other design requirements so as not to further deter

investment in and quality development of the core area.
Respectfully submitted,

L. James Bergmann
Robert C. Goodwin, J r.
Charles K. Landskroner
Gary L. Michael
George H. Fraser, Chairman

Approved by the Research Board December 19, 1974 for transmittal to the Board of

Governors.
Received by the Board of Governors January 27, 1975 and ordered printed and submitted
to the membership for consideration and action on March 14, 1975.
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APPENDIX A

SCOPE OF RESEARCH
A. Witnesses Interviewed

Your Committee, or individual members thereof, interviewed or consulted the following persons during the course of the Committee's research and studies:
Dick Brainard, then Planning Consultant Cornell, Howland, Hayes and Merryfield, Engineers
Clifford N. Christensen, Director, Bureau of Buildings, City of Portland

Mitchell Drake, Vice President and Secretary, Donald M. Drake Co., Contractors and

Developers
Dean Gisvold, then President, Citizens' Advisory Committee to the Downtown Plan
Neil Goldschmidt, Mayor, City of Portland
Stan Goodell, President, Portland Association of Building Owners and Managers
Don C. Jeffrey, Deputy City Attorney
Jack Kalinoski, Government Liaison, Columbia Chapter Associated General Contractors
Bruce Lord, Lord and Associates, Consultants in Urban Economics

Rod O'Hiser, Senior Planner, Portland Planning Commission ,
John Platt, Chairman, Impact Review for Portland, Executive Director, Northwest Environmental Defense Center

Hal Saltzman, Developer

Jon Schleuning, Architect, then Member of Citizens' Advisory Committee to the Downtown
Plan, Chairman of CAC Subcommittee on Height and Density
Allan Webber, Assistant to the Mayor, City of Portland
Lloyd B. Rosenfeld, Chairman, City Club Committee on Waterfront
Richard Lakeman, then Head of Urban Design Section, City of Portland Bureau of Planning

B. Your Committee also studied the following published works and correspondence:
AlA (American Institute of Architects) Journal, January 1973, "The Issue is Tall Build-

ings," "Forces that Shape Them," "Heights We Can Reach," "Points to Consider: Fire,"
"Points to Consider: Earthquake," "Points to Consider: Cost Control"
Barnett, Jonathan, Urban Design as Public Policy, Architectural Record Books, 1974
Beedle, Dr. Lynn S., "Tall Buildings: Why?" Bulletin No. 27 of the International Association for Bridge and Structural Engineering, 1971.
Bell, J. Haslett, High-Rise Apartments in Portland, City Planning Commission, 1968
Building Design and Construction, December, 1973, "White Elephants-Have Tall Buildings Topped Out?," and "Phase II for the LA High Rise"
Conference Preprints, International Conference on Planning and Design of Tall Buildings,
Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, August 21-26, 1972
Gutman, Robert, ed., People and Buildings, Basic Books, 1972
Halprin, Lawrence, Cities
Harper's Magazine, January, 1972, "Saving the Crusade - The High Cost of Protecting
Our Future," by Peter F. Drucker

House and Home, September 1972, "San Francisco Rules Out High-Rises, Hints Other
Cities Should Do Likewise"

Impact Review for Portland, Prospectus and Proposed Ordinance, John Platt, June 1972
Jacobs, Jane, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, Vintage, 1961
Letter, from John Yeon to Portland Chapter, American Institute of Architects, dated Aug.
27, 1973, with enclosed statement

Letters, from Pietro Belluschi, Paul Hayden Kirk, and Arthur Erickson (all members of
Portland Development Commission Design Council), written at request of John Kneward for
the City Council and Planning Commission.
Lesow, John, Paper, Is the Sky the Limit?, April 1972
Livingston and Blayney, "Downtown Development Regulations: Working Papers 1, 2 and
3," 1974

Mann, Roy, Rivers in the City, Praeger 1973
McCue, Boone, Tomsick, Tall Buildings and San Francisco: The Relationships Between
Building Height and Traffic, Economic Vitality, and Environmental Quality, 1971
McCue, Gerald M., Creating the Human Environment, Univ. of Ilinois Press, 1970
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Moholy-Nagy, Sibyl, Matrix of Man, An Ilustrated History of Urban Environment,
Praeger, 1968

The New York Times, August 26, 1972, "Skyscraper Question: Build Them Better or
Not at AIl," by Israel Shenker

Northwest, The Sunday Oregonian Magazine, Dec. 9, 1973, "Say, What's Happening to
Downtown?"
The Oregon Journal, June 1, 1972, "Builder Sees 'Enhancing' of Fountain"

The Oregon Journal, August 28, 1972, "The Concept Is Good ***" (editorial on "Impact
Review" proposal)
The Oregon Journal, November 12, 1972, "Freeways, Skyscrapers Hit-Planner Sees Gain

for Man," interview with Nathania1 A. Owings, architect

The Oregon Journal, May 29, 1973, "Tall Building Foes Seek Legal Right to Sunshine,"
by Elizabeth Pond

The Oregon Journal, May 31, 1972, "Monoliths Threaten Fountain, Say High-Rise Building Foes," by Morton Spence

The Oregonian, Sept. 24, 1972, "Greed of Developers May Turn World into Uninhabitable Wasteland," by Arnold Toynbee
The Oregonian, January 4, 1973, "High-Rise Apartments Probably Serve Vanity More

Than Humanity, by Wolf Von Eckardt . ,

The Oregonian, December 16, 1973, "Modern Business Restrictions on Architecture Extract Huge Toll," by Ada Huxtable

1972 '

Planning Guidelines/Portland Downtown Plan, February 1972
Planning Guidelinesl Portland Downtown Plan, as Adopted by City Council, December

Planning and Zoning Code of the City of Portland, 2d Edition

Portland: The Pitfalls and Possibilties of Planning, Westem Environmental Trade Association, Inc., 1973

The Press, Sept. 13 1972, "Fed High-Rise to Rise Above Review," by Patty Mantia

Spreiregen, Paul D., Urban Design: The Architecture of Towns and Cities, McGraw-Hil
1965

Taubman, Bryna, "What Are Your Chances of Surviving a High-Rise Fire?," New York

magazine, Vol. 7, No. 21, May 27, 1974

The Urban Design Plan for the Comprehensive Plan of San Francisco, Department of
City Planning, 1971

U. S. News and World Report, Nov. 20, 1972, "The Uncertain Future of the American
Skyscraper"
Von Eckardt, A Place to Live, The Crisis of the Cities, De1acorte Press, 1967
Whyte, Wiliam H., The Last Landscape, Doubleday, 1968

APPENDIX B
Livingston and Blayney Maximum Building Height (2) and Maximum Floor Area (3)
Maps from Downtown Portland Proposed Development Regulations, November 14, 1974.
(reprinted by permission)
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Numbers indicate feet above ground level (See Sec. 33. 56. 050)
_ Boundaries of Height Districts

2 MAXIUM BUILDING HEIGHT

----- View Corridor Boundaries
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3 MAXUM FLOOR AREA
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Ratio of Permitted Floor Area to Site Area (See Sec. 33. 56.060)

